Abstract: An investigation of the present impact and future prospects of open access electronic publication of scholarly research on working papers sites, based on the authors' collective experience with developing and maintaining a WP site for Classics and Classical Archaeology. The persons who submit papers are themselves individually responsible for basic formatting: Attaching a standard cover-page, providing an abstract of the paper's contents and the author's email address, converting their submission to a pdf file, and submitting the file to the local PSWPC coordinator (there is one faculty-member coordinator at each institution). The coordinator checks to see that the formatting is correct and then sends the file on to the Information Technology (IT) specialist who serves as site administrator. The specialist mounts the file, ensuring that it is properly cross linked by author, date, institution, and subject area. The site was designed and is currently operated by Donna
Ginsparg and others at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) to post preprints or working papers on computer sites that would be freely and openly accessible via the 4 internet. 1 The archiving of the preprint papers was now envisaged as a pure distribution system, set up so that research in progress could be made immediately available to all interested parties in the discipline. The persons who submit papers are themselves individually responsible for basic formatting: Attaching a standard cover-page, providing an abstract of the paper's contents and the author's email address, converting their submission to a pdf file, and submitting the file to the local PSWPC coordinator (there is one faculty-member coordinator at each institution). The coordinator checks to see that the formatting is correct and then sends the file on to the Information Technology (IT) specialist who serves as site administrator. The specialist mounts the file, ensuring that it is properly cross linked by author, date, institution, and subject area. The site was designed and is currently operated by Donna
Sanclemente, who holds a full time IT position in Princeton's Department of Classics. In using the department server to mount this site, we have followed what appears to be the normal practice in mounting new pre-print or WP sites in many science and engineering fields, and it seems as though this practice will continue to be the principal means that will 5 be employed to maintain these sites in the near future.
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History and scope
The idea of setting up a web-based Working Papers in Classics series originally occurred to Josiah Ober in the spring of 2004, when he was serving on the Princeton Faculty Advisory Committee on Appointments and Advancements. The Committee reads appointment and retention dossiers from all academic departments. Many of the dossiers, notably in the social sciences, included references to "Working Papers"; in some cases, notably in Economics, a section of the candidate's curriculum vitae was dedicated to a list of working papers. By chance, one of the members of the Committee, Professor Gene
Grossman from the Department of Economics, had been instrumental in founding and maintaining his department's WP series at Princeton. He offered Ober a detailed explanation of how this series operated, how it had evolved from a print-based to a webbased format, the costs of its operation, and the benefits reaped by both contributors and readers of these working papers.
There are obvious differences between how the academic fields of Economics and Classics operate -for example, promotion decisions in departments of Economics are based primarily on publications in scholarly journals, and articles are often multiple
authored. Yet Ober reasoned that since economists, who are by disciplinary inclination very attentive to costs and benefits, had long found such working papers to be of substantial benefit-even worth the high cost of hard-copy distribution in the pre-internet era-then a prima facie case could be made that a similar series would be beneficial to classicists and classical archaeologists. Moreover, with internet publication rather than print distribution, costs were within reason. The project seemed timely in that Princeton's Classics Department had recently hired an IT specialist with website design experience, and it was in the process of acquiring access to dedicated servers. Although there are some graduate student papers now posted, the contributors, thus far, are drawn primarily from the faculties of the Princeton and Stanford departments.
We hope that graduate students in both departments will use the venue more often in the One way to think about the potential impact of Working Papers sites on publishing in Classics is to think of the traditional role of scholarly publishing as being constituted by three main processes: making public, certification, and archiving. 8 The first of these three processes, that of 'making public,' seems at first glance the heart of the matter-after all, what is publishing other than making public? Yet, in our opinion, this first process is probably the least important to the fundamental role and likely future of traditional scholarly publishing. Open Access working paper series certainly do have a role to play in making scholarship available to a public, but only in a preliminary form.
The 'in-progress' or 'in some way incomplete' state of the content is signaled by the term 'Working Paper.' If a paper or chapter of a book is still being worked on, it is not in its final state. Indeed, any given working paper might be close to or far from its final state.
Authors sometimes indicate in the abstract or footnotes that a paper is "forthcoming." But the PSWPC site itself does not make any claims or assumptions about how close any given working paper might be to its final form, or even whether or not there will be a final form.
If Working Papers are to be cited, both those who cite and those who read the citation must be aware that it is work in progress.
In terms of 'making public,' therefore, little of this seems new, except for the medium of distribution. Long before the advent of the internet, "unpublished" papers and
"not yet published" written work was circulated among friends and colleagues in the "prepublication release" form of more or less complete drafts. A Working Papers series may be thought of as an extension of this informal practice. The major difference is that access to the preprint is open and publicly accessible for as long as the paper is posted on the site. In the current practice of the PSWPC site, the "final and stable" phase of making public still remains in the hands of traditional publishers.
'Registration,' an ancillary but (to authors, at least) very important part of 'making public,' is particularly well served by a WP series. Registration refers to the role that an authorized venue for publication, traditionally an established scholarly journal or an academic press plays in time-marking the appearance of an author's idea, analysis, and original data,. This is obviously a time-sensitive process: it is highly advantageous for a scholar to have his or her work registered as originally his or hers as soon as possible after it has been completed. Each successive version, including the important first one, may be immediately 'time-marked' by posting on a working papers site. Internet e-print sites can usually do this more quickly than most traditional venues of publication. Indeed, this is one of the reasons that WP sites are becoming preferred places of first publication in scholarly fields with a rapid turnover in ideas. In many of the natural sciences, having one's idea time-marked as first in a series is very important to the researchers.
The idea of 'certification' refers to quality control. It is the implicit assurance to the reader that a publication has been carefully and impartially reviewed by experts in the field and thus is worthy of serious consideration. In traditional publishing, certification is primarily through the process of peer reviewing. Thinking about how working paper series are unlike articles or book chapters published by established scholarly publishers points to the certification process as the central and defining feature of traditional scholarly publishing. First-rate scholarly journals and book publishers rightly pride themselves on their copy-editing and proofreading, on the aesthetic value of their products, and on their effective modes of distribution and marketing. In some cases senior editors may even offer certain authors substantial help in project development. But at the heart of a scholarly publisher's or a journal's reputation, and therefore of its "brand," is the care and rigor of its review process.
Arguably, from the point of view of the scholarly consumer-reader, the most important service that the publisher provides is a professionally competent pre-publication reviewing process. That process may take place partly in-house-indeed, many acquiring editors are themselves highly expert in the relevant fields-and partly externally, through the technical experts whom the editor persuades to do the hard work of providing a fair and detailed peer review. This review process is ultimately what separates not only WP series from traditional scholarly publications, but scholarly publications from other forms of publication. While non-scholarly publishers may employ fact-checkers in an attempt to ensure the accuracy of published work, it is the mark of the scholarly publisher to assume the time-consuming job of ensuring that the overall intellectual content of the books or articles that they publish has undergone a rigorous process of judgment by qualified scholars with established expertise in the relevant field. If this kind of peer review is an essential part of the establishment of scholarly knowledge, an 'epistemological objection' could be raised against Working Papers sites or pre-print archives-namely, that they will become filled with bad information and that the entire enterprise of academic scholarship could be thereby compromised. 9 How serious is this objection?
Working papers series, at least those that operate on the principles of the PSWPC, do not institute editorial interventions to certify their content. As noted above, there is no content-review process. The only assurance to readers of the potential value of the contents is the reputation of the two departments: A reader may reasonably hope that members of the faculty at Princeton and Stanford would not make public-or allow their graduate students to make public-work that is shoddy or fundamentally misleading. The great success of the arXiv site in Physics, for example, has been explained by the natural gate-keeping function of a research community that has a high degree of internal cohesion.
This 'core group' of scholars similarly assures the reader of posted papers that they are of a minimum requisite quality. 10 Whether the research community of Classics could boast a 'core group' cohesion similar to that of the HEP community is debatable. Yet the extent to which certification is a serious problem and peculiar to WP sites can be exaggerated by those who focus on the "epistemological objection." First, traditional-publisher peer review may be relatively undemanding. Consider the related field of History: Although higher-ranking history journals have higher rates of rejection, more than half of all refereed history journals accept for publication more than half of the papers that are submitted to them. 11 Next, the public availability a working paper featuring bad information means that it can be cited and criticized in other scholarly work: bad information can thus be exposed as such by the ordinary processes of scholarship. Finally, although it might still be objected that a WP series offers relatively weak forms of assurance compared to formal peer review, the provision of fully completed and fully certifiable research is not the main purpose of WP sites. Working papers, indeed, may often be posted in a deliberately unfinished state, with arguments that still need substantial work, in order to attract potentially helpful comments from readers.
The "epistemological objection" may actually be a less troubling aspect of the emergence of e-print series than is the potential for modes of research and evaluation to come apart. In some of natural sciences, notably in Physics which has led the way in these changes, the presence of on-line WP series has already contributed to a strange disjunction between the way in which academic work is actually done and the way it is evaluated. The first-line recourse of Physics researchers is now to the universe of on-line working papers.
Yet, because of professional requirements of evaluation for tenure and promotion, 'the arXiv system has had very little influence upon… professional certification.' That is to say, 'when acting as authors, scientists have no choice but to care greatly whether or not their papers have been or will be formally published, because they must compile a record of research activities in a widely recognized and culturally entrenched form, recognizable to "outsiders." This is an odd situation.' 12 It is indeed odd; the disturbing nature of the schism is made clear in remarks made by the editor of a traditional physics journal: '… in physics, nobody except a student at a place where you didn't really have active physicists would ever learn anything from a physics journal. That's just where papers eventually were published so that [they] would look official and somebody would get tenure. All of the real action was happening first in the … e-prints.' 13 Whereas it is possible that such a disjunction can exist between 'real use' and 'venue of evaluation' in the short term, there are real questions about what the long-term future of academic evaluation will be in a research world that might be dominated by e-prints. There might be reasons why the disciplines of Classics and Classical Archaeology will be exempt from this process, but there are surely just as many reasons, including the comparatively enormous costs of traditional journal production, to make one suspect that our discipline will eventually have to face the 'certification' problems posed by these new modes of publication.
Those who think that web-based self-publishing will ultimately supercede traditional scholarly print publishing refer to a market analogy to argue that the certification issue will be sorted out in the e-world in ways that do not require traditional forms of peer review. They suggest that it is the 'invisible hand' of the market of ideas that will be the ultimate arbiter of the value, or lack thereof, of the research and scholarship published in these new electronic forms. 14 The notion is that the value of a work of scholarship, like the price of a commodity, will be established by aggregated dispersed knowledge and general response to the work in question. Quality will be determined by many users rather than by a few editors, in a fashion that would be similar to the 'citation counting' or 'citation assessment' prevalent in many of the social and natural sciences. In this scenario, better work, like better commodities, will be more widely recognized and cited and will so rise to the top, while bad work will simply sink out of sight.
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Finally, the function of 'archiving' consists of making scholarship permanently available. At this time, the PSWPC project is not undertaking this function, although it
would not be technically difficult to do so and we have been strongly urged to do so by Open Access advocates. A website that posts preprints can also be used to self-archive postprints, that is, the final texts of articles after they have undergone peer review and/or Hesperia took the lead by deciding to incorporate a post-print self-archiving option into its copyright transfer agreements. 19 Other publications, most notably the Journal of Roman Archaeology, are the product of rather small operations, while still others come out of continental Europe where they are subject to local conventions and without readily accessible pertinent policy information, or without any such policy at all. The considerable uncertainties and attendant information costs generated by this intense fragmentation of the scholarly publishing scene in Classics are bound to slow down the spread of Open Access practices in postprint self-archiving. 20 It has, however, long been recognized that even in the cases where publishers curtail postprint self-archiving or their pertinent policies are not easily discernible, authors can circumvent these difficulties by making their latest preprint (i.e., the version that precedes the final, peer-reviewed and revised paper as published) accessible beyond publication, and they post a separate list of corrigenda that reflect the changes between that preprint and the published version. This procedure, albeit more cumbersome than straightforward postprint self-archiving, maintains the integrity of the copyright-protected published version without depriving users of Open Access. In the current publishing environment, preprint self-archiving sites such as the PSWPC provide a convenient and essentially costless forum for authors who wish to self-archive postprints of their articles published in periodicals that do not impose restrictions or merely temporary embargos on this practice, and for those who wish to complement existing preprints with separate updates that re-create the content of the final product.
In general, work-for-hire and publications that attract royalty payments may not be self-archived beyond publication without the publisher's permission. Although these arrangements do not normally apply to publication in academic periodicals, they severely limit the potential of Open Access initiatives in fields like Classics that rely to a significant extent on books and book chapters to disseminate research and evaluate the academic standing of scholars. 21 While book chapters may seem similar to journal articles in terms of length and style, they often-though not always-result in publications that entail the disbursement of advances and royalties or-primarily in the case of handbooks and encyclopedias-involve up-front honoraria. While the latter, designated as 'work-forhire', necessarily precludes self-archiving, the former may leave room for postprint archiving if the author retains the copyright and the archiving process does not conflict with specific contractual obligations. At the end of the day, the scope for postprint selfarchiving of parts of academic books will be determined by bargaining between authors and publishers, and is likely to vary greatly between different publishers. For this reason, and to avoid any confusion about copyright issues, a preprint site like the PSWPC site is unlikely to embrace postprint self-archiving of most kinds of non-journal publications.
What's next?
The future of the PSWPC site, which is still in an early state of development, is would require a significant redesign of the website to cope with a proper indexing of the whole. This would be necessary in order to enable the casual viewer of the expanded site to have adequate access to its contents. As it stands, unlike many working papers sites, the PSWPC site is not formatted as a e-periodical, but rather it gives continual and immediate access to all its contents simultaneously through general subject and author indexing.
As things stand, therefore, it seems preferable to maintain the existing quality of the PSWPC site as a project of the two departments and to hope that its success will provoke the development of other Working Papers sites. 22 The development of prepublication Working Papers sites in other disciplines has sometimes followed this pattern.
One might imagine the development of a single larger site, such as the arXiv site for Possible future developments that have been discussed by the authors of this article include making the site searchable-a problem that becomes ever more pressing as the site becomes larger-and better to enable e-responses by providing dialogue boxes.
Dialogue boxes could be directly and immediately accessed by readers who might respond to the author more directly and rapidly than by email. As a result, authors might hope for more numerous and quicker comments on interpretative content, mistakes of fact, and so on. But these developments remain in the future, and, as noted above, would require substantial revamping of the site as it is currently designed.
Meanwhile, in view of the legal and practical constraints related to archiving, raised above, we think that scholars in the humanities currently stand to benefit most from the following initiatives.
(1) The promotion of preprint and-wherever feasible-postprint self-archiving on the largest possible scale. As discussed above, this objective requires the creation of a whole network of Working Papers sites or, alternatively and perhaps more efficiently, of a centralized repository that is capable of catering to a much larger constituency of scholars.
Recent studies consistently show a positive correlation between Open Access practices and citation rates, leaving no reasonable doubt about the intrinsic benefits of selfarchiving. 23 (2) There are compelling arguments that larger professional organizations in the field, like the AIA and the APA, should become involved, and as quickly as reasonably possible, both in organizing and facilitating the provision of large-scale e-publishing of research on WP and similar sites, and that they should also become involved in the discussion, analysis, and policy making about the ways in which these new fora of research publication will be evaluated in professional career development. There are some indications, even now, that the significant differences between traditional publication and e-publication are likely to be addressed in the near future. considerable benefit of our experiment, therefore, will be to monitor the results and to attempt to discern trends that are likely to be followed within our discipline.
Our relatively short experience with the PSWPC-after all, at the time of writing our site has been around for fewer weeks than Hesperia is now celebrating in years-leads us to conclude that there is good reason for classicists, and other humanists, to embrace the use of the internet and web technology for preprint circulation and self-archiving.
There are many unresolved issues with Open Access, but none appears to us to diminish the value to authors and readers of widest possible dissemination of pre-prints. While the ultimate impact of this, and other internet-based publishing enterprises remains impossible to determine, for the time being we believe that working papers in the field of Classics can best be understood as complementary to the traditional processes of scholarly publishers in making public final versions of scholarly work, certifying that it has been competently peer-refereed, and archiving that work for the benefit of future generations of scholars. At the same time, the principal advantages offered by working papers -quick registration, instant feedback from other scholars, and free access -highlight areas in which formal journals could learn from this model and enhance the services that they provide to the academic community.
